For many decades, most western countries have established separate regulatory regimes for the press, broadcasting and telecommunications sectors. Ithiel de Sola Pool (1983 , 1990 has conceptualized the differences between the three regimes in the following way. Notwithstanding the fact that these sectors are all now in the process of being merged into one ICT polity, the underlying principles and mechanisms as identified by de Sola Pool (1983) more than 20 years ago are still dominant today.
The first governance mode is the private 'economic control' regime of the information industry (computing and publishing): a market-based form, aimed at securing economic and political pluralism, free from government intervention, and promoting competition and new entry. Public control in print is minimized by a constitutional freedom of expression and an open market for ideas and (information) services and products. Although in some countries there are or were restrictions on multimedia ownership (curtailing market dominance of particular players active in several media markets), the publishing and information industry is characterized by a competitive market generally free of government regulation
The second regulatory regime is the semi-public 'content-based' governance mode of the broadcasting sector: an overarching public framework, wherein licences are given to public and private broadcasters on the basis of specific content requirements regarding information and entertainment (the socalled 'must-carry-rules'). In the broadcasting domain, spectrum shortage and persistent sociocultural norms with regards to social representation, information provision, advertising and so forth, have necessitated governments to intervene through a licence-based system. Governments grant franchises to public or private owners of broadcasting facilities to provide point-to-multipoint services; the system is financed by licence fees and/or advertising. While in the US the broadcasting networks are in private hands, in Western Europe public and private ownership of broadcasting organizations coexist: a nationally owned public organization (e.g. BBC in Britain, and the twin organizations VRT and RTBF in Belgium) is complemented by privately owned channels (e.g. ITV and Sky in Britain, and RTL and VTM in Belgium) .
The third governance regime is the public 'common carrier' governance structure of the telecommunications industry, typified by a public telecommunications operator, guaranteeing non-discriminatory access to everybody. The traditional common carrier system for telecommunications services provides point-to-point communications on a usage basis. Governments assured universal service and non-discriminatory access by granting a public or regulated monopoly to a common carrier, that was obliged to serve all customers equally. In most West European countries, the operation of the telecommunications system was exclusively assigned to a government department or a public enterprise, generally known as the PTT, with responsibility for the telegraph and telephone monopolies (often combining it with postal and money transfer -'giro') services. These PTTs belonged to the public administration (or as a state-owned corporation separated from the public administration but nevertheless still subject to political scrutiny), and as such they were subject to strong government interference: revenues went into the treasury and decisions regarding tariffs, investments, capital and labour conditions needed legislative acceptance. An alternative to this model could be found in the US and Canada, where there were privately regulated monopolies, in which private corporations were given an exclusive licence to manage the network and provide the required telecommunications.
In the last three decades, we have seen the emergence of new electronic media and Internet-based services and applications, that stand next to and inbetween the traditional media of broadcasting, print and telecommunications. These new media -starting with the introduction of viewdata and bulletinboard systems in the late 1970s, the diffusion of mobile communications, pay-TV and video-on-demand services and text messaging in the 1980s and 1990s, and ending (?) with Voice-over-IP (VOIP) (Internet) and podcasting in the early 2000s -are/were not only competing with the old media for attention, they may even complement them. Furthermore, these new media have a persistent influence on the institutional framework within which the old media traditionally operate by blurring the boundaries that existed between press, broadcasting, telecommunications, data-processing and mail. De Sola Pool (1983) has described this phenomenon as the convergence of modes. The convergence between historically separated modes of communication, like broadcasting, publishing, point-to-point communications and data-processing, was made possible by the emergence of advanced micro-electronics and digital technologies: sound, text and images can be sampled, compressed, transmitted and processed as digital pulses and carried on the same electronic network. Information and communication technologies have proven to be technologies of freedom (de Sola Pool, 1983) and technologies without boundaries (de Sola Pool, 1990) , that erode the existing national telecommunications monopolies by making transmission almost distance insensitive and hence challenging the 570 GAZETTE VOL. 67 NO. 6 existing regulatory frameworks. This convergence of computer and communications technologies has not only eroded the distinction between separate domains, but it also resulted in substantial cost savings and economies of scope for the traditional media and numerous product and process innovations (the increase of available distribution channels and capacity). Also, with the emergence of a global electronic marketplace, in which transnational multimedia conglomerates, regional trading blocs such as the European Union (EU) and North American Free Trade Agreement (NAFTA) and nascent global institutions such as the World Trade Organization (WTO) are active, we can see another challenge for national policy-makers and stakeholders. This development of new electronic media does not occur in a vacuum, but in a specific historical and institutional context. It is true that technology is one of the important causes of change in telecommunication (by increasing the number of technical possibilities and providing new business opportunities), but this does not necessarily mean that technology alone determines the outcome. The technological (r)evolution stimulates not only the pursuit and diffusion of innovations, and hence of new products, services and business and marketing models, but eventually spurs the policy debate about the organization of these new markets and the transformation of the old print, broadcasting and telecommunications markets. Besides technological imperatives, we also have to consider the socioeconomic and political-institutional environment, in which technologies are put into practice, decided upon and further elaborated.
In a short, lucid essay, the political economist Albert Hirschman (1982) has addressed the pendulum of private and public involvement in modern industrial society and the oscillations in collective behaviour to pursue private or public objectives in the marketplace and/or the political arena. People are not only concerned about the depths of life, but also about the width of finding alternative political or economic solutions for pressing problems. In Shifting Involvements, he makes the point that economies often oscillate between an almost total concentration on private goals and an intense interest in public issues. In analysing processes of social, political and economic change and upheaval, Hirschman (1982) argues that there is an underlying logic of people and organizations with big expectations for public happiness who eventually become disappointed and retreat into private pursuits. After a while, however, the same actors may take up new collective ambitions to improve the overall performance of their local community or national economy. So there are counterpoints in the involvement of public and private actors in economic life, shifting from initial private concerns, leading eventually to public action. After a while, however, the almost exclusive focus on public concerns may gradually become challenged by the frustrations of collective participation and result in a dominant pursuit of private concerns. This dialectical process of the nonfulfilment of one concern or project leading to the fulfilment of another one, which may also eventually lead to another frustration, triggers the pendulum of social life, searching for content and leaving discontent behind.
Hirschman's cyclical notions, and the tide metaphor in general, seem to be appropriate to describe and analyse shifts in strategic behaviour of public and private actors, technology diffusion and market demand and government supervision to the field of media and communications politics. Here we can see a major shift from achieving public goals through the development and operation of national broadcasting and telecommunications networks (e.g. equity and redistribution, universal service, national security, content and programming requirements) to achieving less ambitious private objectives (e.g. customer choice, new entry, profits, shareholder value). The governance of industries and economies continuously varies between the flood of government intervention (e.g. nationalization or command-and-control regulation, protectionism, paternalism) and the ebb of deregulation (i.e. privatization and liberalization, and consumer sovereignty), or alternatively between the flood of deregulation (e.g. discriminatory access, poor quality of service, market dominance) and the ebb of government intervention (anti-trust/competition, additional infrastructural investments, ensuring diversity, non-discriminatory access and must-carry-rules). When applied at the micro-level, the corporate pendulum could swing back and forth between horizontal and/or vertical integration and horizontal and/or vertical divestiture and outsourcing.
This focus on the swings between content and discontent and the search for institutional fine-tuning in our modern societies is very much applicable in analysing the evolution of telecommunications. Here, one can see swings going from one end to the other, and going back again: from network competition to network integration to network competition again; from new entry in the marketplace to indicative planning back to dynamic rivalry; in the field of capacity management from abundance to scarcity to abundance again (Davies, 1994; Hulsink, 1996 Hulsink, , 1999 . One can also see several shifting involvements, for example from private entrepreneurs setting up local and regional telephone telegraph networks in the second half of the 19th century, eventually leading to public concerns about national security and complaints about underinvestment and lack of interconnectivity. In the next stage of the late 19th and early 20th century, the government stepped into the telecommunications domain and started to build new interregional systems and to wire up the countryside and gradually acquire the autonomous private city networks. While in Western Europe, national government started to intervene directly in the economy, in the US and Canada, the federal and national government refrained from public ownership and creating a national telecommunications monopoly and instead relied upon regulation that sought to accomplish similar goals (e.g. universal service provision, interconnectivity) by a system of exclusive rights and duties upon predominantly private monopolists. The techno-economic and political paradigm of a government-owned or government-regulated integrated hierarchical telecommunications network prevailed in most western countries for almost a century.
From the early 1970s onwards, the public concern about the national monopoly model increasingly resulted in frustrations of too much public regulation and political interference. New technologies, the entry of alternative operators and value-added service providers, and large (international) business users effectively challenged the status quo and yet another time the economic and political pendulum swung back to private concerns (e.g. speeding up innovation and investment, value for money, consumer sovereignty, full competition -either through big bang measures or gradual implementation) and private interests (e.g. rivalry between competing network operators in the marketplace, political lobbying by new entrants, user organizations, etc.). Also, the transfer in ownership (from public to private shareholders) and the creation in Western Europe of independent regulatory watchdogs to overlook the telecommunications and the broadcasting industry, loosely modelled after the US Federal Communications Commission (FCC) (e.g. OFTEL/OFCOM in the UK, and OPTA and the Commissariaat voor de Media in the Netherlands) show the dynamics in the field of communications.
Although it may not be very likely that there will be a swing back to nationalization again, at the moment there are manifestations of discontent, caused by lack of faith in corporate players, limited remits of regulators and new ambitions of local governments. On the one hand, shortcomings in corporate governance and irregular accounting by communications companies (e.g. Worldcom, Vivendi), blind optimism and mismanagement of the public telecommunications operators (KPN, France Télécom) and unwillingness of telecommunications and cable operators to invest in local optical fibre networks have contributed to tighter regulations and more active and aware national governments acting as a banker of last resort for their national champions and pushing for further collaboration between cable and telecommunications operators in building the next-generation infrastructure. On the other hand, consumer organizations, and in Europe supported by the European Commission, push for a bigger say of users in the digital marketplace (at the moment, they are insufficiently protected by the regulatory agencies) and local governments that want to ensure access for every citizen for that purpose seriously considered renationalizing local cable operators (that were privatized 10 years ago) or establishing an alternative municipality-owned operator in charge of rolling out high-capacity broadband (e.g. in Amsterdam and elsewhere in the Netherlands).
So like the tides, we can see swings of involvement in shaping the information and communication technologies of the past and the future: initially these technologies are mechanisms of freedom, questioning existing roles and practices, and keeping the hope alive for a better world, but at a later stage, when we realize both their possibilities and complications in real life, these technologies may end in the regulatory domain, provided that they generate perverse effects (e.g. one of Internet's byproducts, unsolicited mail -spam -is now being addressed by the regulators). These movements back and forth between the public and private-oriented life, and between the high hopes of technologies of freedom and the frustrations of Internet technologies astray, seem to reflect the tragedies of life; in Hirschman's own words:
The world I am trying to understand . . . is one in which men think they want one thing and then upon getting it, find out to their dismay that they don't want it nearly as much as they thought or don't want it at all and that something else, of which they were hardly aware, is what they really want. (Hirschman, 1982: 21) 
